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Introduction
It is now a truism that we have no consensus on grand strategy. There is a lively debate, but no apparent favorites, either among foreign policy elites or general public--though everyone, it seems, could do a better job than the Clinton administration. Judging from tone of the discussion, much is riding on specific choices that must be made soon. There are great lamentations that the U.S. is adrift, strategyless, playing catch-up with each crisis as it comes along. For some, the U.S. is likely to fall victim to an "arrogance of power." For others, the U.S. is excessively conciliatory towards other states. Some observers foresee America's preeminence itself prompting, in accordance with inescapable laws of nature, the appearance of an antithesis--either a new great power or a hostile alliance. Many warn of overextension, imperial or otherwise, and consequent exhaustion, gradual or otherwise. This debate has been going on for most of 1990s and shows every sign of continuing well into the new decade, at least.
Another aspect of lack of a grand strategy consensus is particularly evident to those of My aim in this study is not to create a new entrant in an already crowded field-the spectrum of real alternatives is probably already covered in one form or another. My objective here is to define the major alternatives based on the actual debate (rather than on a priori logic), identify where and why these alternatives differ, and weigh the pros and cons in a comparative fashion consciously striving not to be an advocate for any of the alternatives.
I am not impartial; so let me make clear my own bias, which is somewhat toward the broad engagement end of the spectrum. My primary goal is to set forth pros and cons so that any other observer can apply his own weightings and tradeoffs. My second aim is to find the most basic underlying sources of disagreement among the different strategies/alternatives.
Methodology
From the start, I sought to give my study a firm empirical grounding. My starting point was the spectrum of grand strategies actually proposed by politicians, scholars, officials, commentators, and others. 1 Using a technique to be described below, I reduced the universe of actual grand strategy proposals to a small number of conceptually distinct composite strategies representing the key poles (not necessarily limited to two) of the debate.
2
The poles I developed are most certainly not the only possible, reasonable way of parsing the debate. However, I believe that they are logical and useful and that they flow upward from empirical phenomena rather than downward as deductions from theoretical definitions.
1 Curiously, relatively few military professionals showed up as I cast my net for entries in the great debate.
2 Throughout this study, I will use the terms "composite," "alternative," and "pole" interchangeably, all standing for the representative strategies to which I had reduced the real-world universe of grand strategy proposals.
4
As my final step, I evaluated the pros and cons of each alternative strategy, first in isolation and then relative to each other.
What Is Grand Strategy?
A good place to begin is to be clear about we are studying. Stripped to essential elements, a grand strategy consists of:
A set of goals for the U.S.
A plan for using American power to move toward those goals.
Implicit in a grand strategy are a world view (including a concept of how international politics work and expectations for the future) and an image of what the American role in the world is or should be.
With goals and, implicitly at least, self-image thrown in, it should be no surprise that grand strategies need not be based on purely pragmatic calculations.
A grand strategy is likely to be fairly general--more like a strategic concept. Its primary function is to define broad goals and--almost as important--establish a self-image of the role we are to play. It provides guidelines regarding the application of force. One of the things distinguishing a grand strategy from "run-of-the-mill" military strategy is that defining the goals is an integral part of the strategy. In the typical military context, the goals are a given, obtained from outside (from higher headquarters, so to speak). For grand strategy, there is no "higher headquarters." Setting goals may be the most important function of grand strategy.
Classifying Grand Strategies
5
There are many proposed strategies, so we must find a means of reducing the field to a manageable set of distinct--but not necessarily "pure"--alternatives. The first problem facing us is to determine the best method for classifying grand strategies. Keeping in mind that I aim at an empirical method of reducing the field, it is worth digressing for a moment to point out that there are probably only two fundamentally different methods for classifying grand strategies. The two methods flow directly from the condition that a grand strategy has only two essential elements. One method is based on the means or methods employed; the other is based on the goals sought.
Classification based on means or methods appears to be the more common by far.
One example is the following typology suggested by Posen In practice, ranking individual strategies along the various dimensions was often highly subjective. Slight differences are probably not significant. Other observers would likely differ on many specific evaluations even though reaching similar relative rankings. In the end, one
should not regard this procedure as anything other than a rough filtering procedure.
Regarded as such, the procedure proved useful. The resulting rankings appear below. interests (narrow definition versus broad), and the goals dimension (status quo versus nonstatus quo). On these dimensions, the Rice group consistently rated as traditional/status quo; and the Bell group consistently rated as nontraditional/non-status quo. It is important to remember that the descriptions I will give of these three composite strategies in the next section are representative. Each stands for a number of real strategic proposals that, collectively, constitute an identifiable pole of the great strategy debate. They do not represent "pure" types, nor do they represent the logical but abstract limits of the status quo-non-status quo dimension. Equally, no real proposal matches exactly with a composite strategy. Indeed, some of the real proposals showed characteristics of more than one of the composite strategies.
We now turn to describing the content and evaluating the merits of the three composite grand strategies.
The Status Quo Strategy
Key Elements of the Status Quo Strategy. 8 The primary goal of the status quo strategy is to manage the current world system so as to benefit form positive economic and political trends without fundamental redistribution of power or loss of American preeminence. 9 As one particularly clear statement puts it:
Our task here, then, becomes one of preservation: we seek not to alter a menacing global system, as we did during World War II and the Cold War, but to hang onto as much as we can of the relatively benign system we already have.
10
America will achieve these goals by rejuvenating alliances (meaning improved burden sharing), paying special attention to relationships with the big powers, and maintaining robust military capabilities. Opportunities exist as well as threats, but answering threats takes priority. The strategy is cautious with respect to sharing power or diluting American autonomy.
This strategy springs from a world view that emphasizes the continuing centrality of great power relationships and the existence of multiple potential challenges and numerous real and potential threats. "World politics remains a modified form of anarchy in which power and influence are at stake." 11 State sovereignty is still a guiding principle in theory and in practice. For this world view, the "international community" and "international norms"
are illusory concepts.
Well managed, American power is durable; the only real threat to America's power base is self-induced overextension. American power derives from strong political, economic and military components; and all should be used to defend and advance American interests.
However, military power needs special attention to ensure capabilities remain robust and are not wasted on other than vital interests.
not for abdication. In short, while a status quo strategy may look forward with equanimity to a time when the U.S. is no longer preeminent, it makes no provision for speeding the process along. 
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The definition of American interests is neither narrow nor broad. For example, American interests do include fostering positive economic and democratic trends around the world, though neither of these are necessarily vital interests.
Pros and Cons of the Status Quo Strategy
Implementation of any plan is likely to fall short of the original concept. That said, the status quo strategy has a number of positive propensities. Relative to other strategies to be considered, this is the low-risk option. It suggests a cautious approach to committing military resources so that OPTEMPO (operational tempo) strain could be reduced (compared to the current situation under the Clinton administration) and more resources allocated to future capabilities. That, in turn, could reduce friction between the military and civilian leaders. A more cautious use of military force would also remove a source of friction in American relations with key powers such as China and Russia. The strategy seems to imply a flexible and pragmatic approach to handling the challenges those two states pose now or might in the future--subject to the restraint, of course, that basic American preeminence is preserved.
But there are negatives as well. Despite reduced OPTEMPO, the costs of defense could actually increase as more money is spent on future force development and on ballistic missile defense, which many advocates of this strategy support.
Further, the strategy does not really solve the inherent problems caused by perpetuating and asserting American preeminence in a world of big and small powers likely to be suspicious of our intentions. It is a strategy of primacy--however benign and well managed--rather than balance of power. In this regard, the strategy may not be entirely consistent with its own underlying world view.
I have described this strategy as the low-risk option. That assessment really only applies with any clarity to the short term. It's probably still a good bet into the mid term.
However, all bets are off for the long term. The reason is that it is not clear how this strategy will react to a less benign global environment. An assumption underlying this strategy is that it will be possible to forge reasonable modi vivendi with potential challengers such as China Finally, if this strategy is wrong about the illusory nature of the international community and international norms, an historic opportunity may be lost.
The Integration Strategy
Key Elements of the Integration Strategy 12
The integration strategy has ambitious goals. It aims to provide for security and prosperity by creating a widely based, consensual, stable international security system with American economic and military power as the core organizing forces, at least initially. The system could take a variety of forms ranging from a "concert of powers" form to a fully institutionalized collective security system.
Two features distinguish international entities (formal and informal) in this vision
from apparently similar entities in the status quo vision. First, integrationist entities will have preventive as well as reactive and deterrent functions. That is, they would make some attempt at adjudicating or regulating underlying social and political tensions, both inter-and 15 intrastate, before they erupt into full-blown security challenges demanding a military reaction. And second, integrationist entities would involve some form of shared authority.
No one state would have dictatorial powers. Even the most powerful state would have to gain consensus before acting.
The potential for this vision is supported by a world view that asserts that the Westphalian system of sovereign states engaged in balance of power operations has come to an end, at least temporarily. In its place is American ascendancy (which is likely to last at least several generations) and incipient norms governing state behavior (e.g., rulers are accountable for how they treat their citizens). Absolutely crucial to achieving this vision is the concept of "bandwagoning."
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According to the "security dilemma" associated with the realist school, any state's efforts to increase its own security inevitably also increase the insecurity of other states. The traditional solution would be for the other states to take countermeasures, such as military build-ups or alliance formation. But there is an alternate solution. Other states may simply choose to ally themselves with--jump on the bandwagon of--an ascendant state rather than oppose it. Hence the term bandwagoning. In the integrationist view, American ascendancy gains more from bandwagoning than it loses to determined opposition.
This strategy implies active engagement in political, economic and military issues around the world and a broad notion of American interests. Integrationists would point to NATO, based on its intervention in Kosovo, as an example of a security institution evolving in a direction consistent with the integrationist vision.
13 Ibid.
Pros and Cons of the Integration Strategy
The primary virtue of the integration strategy is that it has the potential to exploit an opportunity to transcend the flaws of the Westphalian system and tame human destructiveness. The key advantage is that "…the likelihood of war in a unipolar system[i.e., a U.S.-led concert of powers] is much less than in either a bipolar or a multipolar balance."
14
This opportunity is unprecedented in history and may not last forever. Seizing this opportunity meshes well with those elements of the American psyche that believe in American exceptionalism and mission.
The strategy has an inherently long-term outlook. It seeks to put in place selfsustaining institutions that make American ascendancy more palatable as long as it lasts (which may be a long time) and at the same time prepare for a period when American may not possess unequivocal ascendancy.
The emergence of a security community in Western Europe--where war among the major states is all but unthinkable and transnational institutions and norms appear to be taking serious shape--suggests that integrationist goals are not a totally impractical dream.
The risks of this strategy are the flip side of its virtues. If this historic opportunity is a mirage, the effort to exploit it will probably be counterproductive and probably undermine American ascendancy. There is certainly no consensus among Americans that the opportunity is real. Hence, this is a risky strategy.
Even if the trends integrationists see--international norms, diluted sovereignty--are real, there is no assurance these trends will or can be made to play out to the desired conclusion.
14 Ibid.
There are other risks, as well. The open-ended nature of interests under this strategy suggests a strong propensity toward varied military missions. Military resources could easily be strained with negative effects on training, readiness, and future force capabilities. Longterm sustainability is a serious question mark.
Is it possible to make time distinctions for these risks as we did for the status quo strategy? For most of the short term, the risks generated by mild integrationist policies are probably modest. The extent of American ascendancy provides a respectable cushion. By sometime into the mid term, however, the risks of overextension and uncooperative trend lines could be substantial. In the long term, though, successful institutionalization of security structures and international norms could result in much lower risk levels.
Finally, this strategy implies the U.S. should cede some authority to international institutions-a very controversial issue in American politics.
The Independence Strategy
Key Elements of the Independence Strategy 15
The goal of the independence strategy is radically fewer foreign strategic entanglements. This in turn would minimize expensive and risky commitments, allow the U.S. to maximize its options by assuming the role of insular balancer with respect to Eurasia, and allow the U.S. to redirect resources towards economic competitiveness.
16
The world view underlying this strategy asserts that traditional great power politics, in 15 To clear up a point of possible confusion: the "status quo strategy" does not mean the current strategy of the Clinton administration. It refers to the current structure of the international system, particularly the distribution of power. The Clinton strategy is actually weighted towards the integrationist camp. 18 abeyance during the Cold War, will inevitably return. The reason is that preponderant powers always inspire their own fatal opposition via the law of the security dilemma. The practical proof is that "the history of modern international politics, which dates from about 1500, is strewn with the geopolitical wreckage of states that bid for hegemony." 17 The U.S.
will eventually suffer the same fate if it persists in the effort to perpetuate its own predominance. Indeed; the U.S. is already overstretched. Consequently, the U.S. should end its membership in all alliances and bring all troops home or it, too, will fall victim to the security dilemma.
Pros and Cons of the Independence Strategy
By minimizing security engagements and adopting a very narrow definition of national interests, the independence strategy appears to offer the strongest guarantees against overextension and against excessive commitment of military resources. In many ways, it seeks to implement an updated version of the England-as-offshore-balancer model, a not unattractive model as models go. In this respect, the strategy is a full-fledged balance-ofpower approach, the object of which would be to prevent emergence of a Eurasian hegemon. As an updated version of Washington's admonishment to "steer clear of permanent Alliances," 18 this strategy is a continuation of the oldest tradition in American statecraft. Constituencies already exist for whom some version of this strategy would have
appeal.
But what are the liabilities and risks of an independence strategy? For starters, I
suggest that the argument that reducing foreign entanglements maximizes our options is not, A key premise of the independence strategy is that standing alliances are an unnecessary burden because the U.S. can always throw its power into the balance when absolutely unavoidable to prevent emergence of a Eurasian hegemon. Britain seems to have followed such a course rather successfully for centuries. The imbedded problem here is one of strategic timing and implementation: one has to identify the right moment to intervene--not too early or, worse, too late--and be in a position to implement that choice. This implies two serious risks: first, that American leaders might misjudge the timing of intervention; and second, the even more serious risk that, having gauged the strategic crisis correctly, they could not overcome strong opposition to intervention. 
Comparing Strategies
What can we say about the trade-offs among these three composite strategies? For starters, there is one relatively easy judgement to be made: the practical difficulties involved in adopting a strategy of independence virtually rule it out of serious consideration even though it should offer the strongest protection against the risk of overextension. The disruptions, costs, and risks incurred by moving from our current posture to one of nonengagement almost certainly outweigh the possible (and debatable) benefits of nonengagement. It is no accident this is a distinctly minority view.
Beyond this judgement, comparison of the strategies is not as straightforward as it might seem. Two significant but quite different difficulties stand in our way. First, as we have seen, each of the strategies is, at base, an expression of a very specific world view.
These world views themselves reflect the influence of three persistent American traditions of international relations thought: the realist tradition, the idealist tradition, and the isolationist tradition. How any observer evaluates the merits, costs, and risks of these strategies and the tradeoffs among them is likely to be closely related to his preexisting world view. As a result, there is probably no single standard of judgement that will be compelling for all observers.
The second difficulty arises when one considers the constraints that affect real-world policy execution. The arena of American grand strategy is not a clean slate. A president cannot simply declare a new grand strategy, however brilliantly conceived, and then expect that strategy to have full effect. In a manner somewhat reminiscent of the "fog" and "friction" of war, practical realities impede full expression of the vision of a grand strategy.
Several examples come to mind: preexisting commitments; differing interpretations within an administration; resistance from the military establishment; Congressional opposition expressed in the budget; tradeoffs between conflicting interests accompanied by multiple uncertainties amidst a crisis situation. The general effect of these constraints, I suggest, is to dilute the impact of declared strategy. Consequently, there will be occasions when the practical actions of holders of one strategy might not significantly differ from holders of another strategy.
But constraints are not necessarily determinants. Here is where strategy plays its role, both directly and indirectly. First and most obviously, a strategy gives its adherents goals that serve as ultimate reference points and encourage some consistency in weighing conflicting interests. Equally important, but somewhat less direct, is the world view associated with the strategy. World views are powerful filtering agents that exert a profound and often subtle influence over ones perceptions and, therefore, ones responses. And then, at a less elevated level, strategies provide their adherents with some general rules for weighing interests and taking action. When strategies differ so greatly in goals and in world view as our three grand strategies, they are bound to exhibit strong propensities in different directions even if occasional particulars may be similar.
In short, even if we cannot make final judgements regarding the merits of risks and tradeoffs, we can make a fair attempt at identifying what those risks and tradeoffs might be based on the likely propensities of each strategy.
Having effectively eliminated the independence strategy, our question at this point concerns the relative costs, risks and tradeoffs between the status quo and the integrationist strategies. On the integrationist side, we can identify two specific risks and one specific cost.
Because it has a more expansive definition of national interests, and because this strategy seeks to promote international norms, the integration strategy implies, in comparison with the status quo strategy, a greater propensity for foreign activism and intervention and thus a greater risk of overextension. The second, and equally important, risk associated with the integrationist strategy is the risk that the international trends that are the foundation for the strategy will not be strong enough (or may not exist at all) to carry the strategy to its goals.
The integration strategy also bears a notable cost not found in the status quo strategy:
willingness to given up at least some American autonomy to shared international institutions.
In comparison, the status quo strategy has a lower risk of overextension--not nonnegligible, just lower. A more serious risk is that this strategy's emphasis on American primacy may, over time, lead to an increase in tensions with other great powers and, thus, a less secure world. As for costs, this strategy will spend no less and possibly much more on 23 military expenditures than the integrationist strategy.
Let us sum up the full tradeoff equation. The integration strategy accepts certain higher risks and costs in the near term in order to achieve a more stable, more secure, and more durable international order over the long term. It is difficult to assess the probability of success of this strategy, but we can observe that its goal represents substantial evolution beyond the current situation. Should the strategy fail, the U.S. would most likely slip back into some form of status quo strategy, though perhaps under disadvantageous conditions.
The status quo strategy, on the other hand, offers lower risk now with the goal of keeping things relatively stable; but the risk level could increase substantially if great power relations cannot be managed as desired.
Conclusions
The apparent disorder of the great strategy debate resolves into three fundamentally different choices. There are many variations, but, in the end, only three underlying frameworks: the status quo strategy, the integrationist strategy, and the independence strategy. All have clear roots in venerable American traditions. All assert their origins in American national interests.
The choice among these three is not simply a matter of matching ends and means. We are dealing in the realm of grand strategy, after all. The critical question imbedded in the debate is: What direction should America head in? A closely related question is: What should America's role in the world be? There are innumerable follow-on questions, but these fundamental questions must be answered first.
Absent gargantuan efforts to disentangle the U.S. from the bulk of its alliances, special relationships, treaty obligations, and other security entanglements, only two of the available grand strategies represent practical choices: perpetuate the status quo or develop even firmer global integration. Both strategies have costs and risks, and neither can guarantee it will deliver greater security and prosperity in the long term. The tradeoffs between the two amount to this: a somewhat higher risk level in the short-to-mid-term on behalf of constructing a more durable international order that would result in lower risks in the long term; versus lower risks in the short-to-mid term while intensively managing the international order from a position of American primacy.
This study cannot provide a choice between these two different strategic directions that would be compelling for all observers. The choice is closely related to world view. If your world view recognizes potential developments such as incipient norms and diluted sovereignty, you may be willing to lean toward the integrationist approach. If, on the other hand, your world view is skeptical regarding such developments, you will probably lean towards the status quo approach. In the end, one question encapsulates the essence of the great debate: which will better provide for American security and prosperity--some form of balance of power system, or some form of world order?
